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Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 is confusing since it unclear what a electroless activation cell 
encompasses especially since dependent claim 7 claims the electroless activation cell 
is configured to selectively dispense at least one of a substrate pre-cleaning solution 
and an electroless activation solution onto the substrate and therefore does not require 
activation of the substrate rather may be limited to just pre-cleaning of the substrate. 
Claim 1 is confusing since it unclear what a electroless deposition cell encompasses 
especially since dependent claim 8 claims the electroless deposition cell is configured to 
selectively dispense at least one of a substrate post-cleaning solution and an 
electroless deposition solution onto the substrate and therefore does not require 
activation of the substrate rather may be limited to just post-cleaning of the substrate. 
Claim 1 1 is confusing since the preamble of the claim recites an electroless processing 
system yet the elements in the body of the claim fails to require a means for depositing 
an electroless deposition with the second fluid processing cell not required to depositing 
an electroless deposition solution onto the substrate. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 4, 10, 12-16 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
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subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

The instant application is a continuation application based on parent application 
US Patent Application Serial Number 10/274,721 now US Patent No. 6,669,380 which 
fails to teach the following: a means for centering the substrate on the substrate support 
member; a valve which is selectively actuatable; a substrate centering member; a 
substrate centering member comprises a plurality of eccentric rotatable centering posts 
positioned radially around a central axis of the substrate support member; a gas 
delivery system in fluid communication with the interior volume of the enclosure; a 
vacuum chuck; a substrate shuttle; and substrate support member has an outer 
diameter smaller than outer diameter of the substrate. 

Note if applicant disagrees then applicant needs to provide out support in the 

originally specification (page number and line number) and/or drawings. Note in 

responding to this rejection it is noted that when one employs means plus function 

language in a claim such as means for centering the substrate on the substrate support 

member as set forth in claim 4 then applicant must set forth in the specification 

adequate disclosure showings what is meant by that language. See in re Donaldson Co. 

16F.3d 1189,1195 29 USPQ2d 1845,1850 (FED. CIR.1994). 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1 046, 29 USPQ2d 201 0 (Fed. Cir. 1 993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
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1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 
4 1 8 F.2d 528, 1 63 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1 969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based,on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1, 9, 11 and 17 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-25 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,699,380 (Chen et al) in view of Dordi et al 6,267,853. 

Chen et al teaches the design of substrate processing system comprised of the 
following elements: a substrate transfer robot; a first fluid processing cell positioned in 
the enclosure, the first fluid processing cell/electroless activation cell being configured to 
dispense at least one of an precleaning solution; and a second fluid processing 
cell/electroless deposition cell being configured to dispense at least one of an 
electroless deposition solution onto the substrate. Chen et al fails to teach a processing 
enclosure positioned in communication with a processing platform and the above cited 
robot and first and second processing cells are arranged within the enclosure. However, 
it would have been obvious to arrange the Chen et al apparatus which includes the 
robot and first and second fluid processing cells within an enclosure positioned on a 
processing platform since Dordi et al shows arranging processing cells and a robot for 
transferring the substrates between the cells within an enclosure which is 
communication with a processing platform for the obvious reason of greater control of 
process conditions which includes reducing contamination of the above cited cells and 
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robot. Thus claims 1 1 is obvious over the above cited references. With respect to claim 
1 , the same rejection applied to claim 1 1 is applied here. Chen et al claims another 
robot positioned within the interface section. With respect to claims 9 and 17, Chen et al 
claims the processing module is detachably positioned with respect to platform/factory 
interface. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Claims 1-8, 1 1-13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Dordi et al 6,267,853. 

Dordi et al '853 teaches an electroless processing system comprising: a 
processing enclosure positioned in communication with a processing platform; a 
substrate transfer robot 242 positioned in the enclosure; a first fluid processing cell 
positioned in the enclosure, the first fluid processing cell being configured to dispense at 
least one of an electroless pre-cleaning solution and an electroless activation solution 
onto the substrate, and a second fluid processing cell positioned in the enclosure, the 
second fluid processing cell being configured to dispense at least one of an electroless 
deposition solution and an electroless post cleaning solution onto the substrate. This 
Dordi et al '853 teaches every element of the claimed apparatus set forth in claim 1 1 . 
With respect to claim 1 and 7-8, the same rejection applied to claim 1 1 is applied here. 
Dordi et al '853 teaches a substrate transfer robot 228 positioned in an interface 
section. With respect to claims 2-4 and 12-16, Dordi et al '853 teaches his cells as 
depicted in his Figures 14 and 17 comprise face up processing cells. Further, Dordi et al 
'853 teaches the cells each comprise a rotatable substrate support member, a fluid 
dispensing arm and a substrate centering member. Further, Dordi et al '853 shows in 
Figure 14 and 17 the substrate support member has an outer diameter that is smaller 
than an outer diameter of the substrate being processed. Further, Dordi et al '853 
teaches the substrate support member for the cells as shown in Figures 14 and 17 is a 
vacuum chuck (elements 2124 and 3026). With respect to claims 5-6, Dordi et al '853 
teaches the apparatus is comprised of a plurality of cleaning cells thereby reading on an 
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additional substrate cleaning cell having structure within the scope of claim 6 and in 
communication with the interface section. 

Claims 10, 16 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dordi et al 6,267,853. 

Dordi et al '853 is applied for the reasons noted above. Dordi et al '853 teaches 
at column 9 lines 47-56 that an alternative to the part of the substrate centering means 
in his cells, a spider clamp, is a plurality of pins positioned around the vacuum which 
support the wafer when the wafer is rotated. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
modify the Dordi et al '853 apparatus by substituting its substrate centering member for 
both the recited cells with the known in the art wafer substrate centering means which 
includes a plurality of pins positioned around the vacuum which support the wafer when 
the wafer is rotated since Dordi et al '853 teaches its use as an alternative to the 
substrate centering means shown in his Figures. With respect to claims 10 and 18, 
Dordi et al '853 teaches the use of a selectively actuatable access valve 922 positioned 
to allow for access into an enclosure by the substrate transfer robot. Dordi et al fails to 
teach the first fluid processing cell configured to dispense at least one of an electroless 
pre-cleaning solution and an electroless activation solution onto the substrate, and a 
second fluid processing cell positioned in the enclosure, the second fluid processing cell 
configured to dispense at least one of an electroless deposition solution and an 
electroless post cleaning solution onto the substrate each having an access valve which 
may be selectively actuatable. However, it would have been obvious to modify the Dordi 
et al '853 enclosure so as to provide a selectively actuatable access valve 922 
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positioned to allow for access into an enclosure by the substrate transfer robot since 
Dordi et al '853 teaches use of such as valve on an wafer processing enclosure for the 
obvious advantages of enabling one maintain desired process conditions within the 
enclosure. With respect to claim 19, Dordi et al '853 teaches an electroless plating 
apparatus comprising the following elements: a primary substrate transfer robot 228 
positioned on a mainframe, at least one electroless processing enclosure positioned on 
the mainframe, the electroless processing enclosure; a first fluid processing cell as 
shown in Figure 14 which is positioned on the processing volume and configured to 
apply a cleaning solution to a substrate; a second fluid processing cell as shown in 
Figure 17 which is positioned in the processing volume and configured to apply an 
electroless plating solution to the substrate, and a substrate shuttle 242 positioned 
between the first and second fluid processing cell in the processing volume, the shuttle 
being configured to transfer substrates between the first and second fluid processing 
cells. Dordi et al '853 fails to teach the processing enclosure is comprised of a sealable 
enclosure defining a processing volume and having at least one selectively actuated 
access door. However, it would have been obvious to modify the Dordi et al '853 
enclosure so as to provide a selectively actuatable access valve 922 positioned to allow 
for access into an enclosure by the substrate transfer robot since Dordi et al '853 
teaches use of such as valve on an wafer processing enclosure for the obvious 
advantages of enabling one maintain desired process conditions within the enclosure. 
With respect to claim 20, Dordi et al '853 teaches the apparatus is comprised a gas 
delivery system 838 in fluid communication with an interior volume of the enclosure. 
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Claims 9 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dordi et al 6,267,853 in view of Davis 5,779,799. 

Dordi et al '853 is applied for the reasons noted above. Dordi et al '853 fails to 
teach the electroless processing module is removable from the interface section or the 
processing enclosure is detachably positioned in communication with the processing 
platform. However, Davis discloses arranging a wafer treating system having a plurality 
of treatment apparatuses wherein each treatment apparatus is a self-controlled and 
contained module such that one can remove one section/module from the remaining 
sections/modules. Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the Dordi et al '853 
apparatus by arranging its processing module is separable or removable from the 
interface section or such that the processing enclosure is detachably positioned in 
communication with the processing platform for the advantages taught by Davis of 
making treatment sections of wafer treating apparatus highly modular - minimize 
downtime for maintenance. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Brenda A. 
Lamb at telephone number (571) 272-1231. The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday and Wednesday thru Friday with alternate Tuesdays off. 




Examiner 
Art Unit 1734 



